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The Institute for Research on Learning Disabilities is supported by a contract (300-80-0622) with the Office of Special Education, Department Of Education, through Title VI-G of Public Law 91-230. Institute investigators'are conducting research on the assessment/decision-making/ intervention process as it relates to learning disabled students. referred and evaluated; 3% were placed, in special education programs.
Wide variation was evident in the incidence figures for, individual school districts, with some reporting placement incidence as high as Project, 1974; . A variety of approaches have evolved as methods for helpihg Schools cope with the failure of America's school children; special education is but one of these alternatives At the time of that count the States were providing special education and, related services to 8.2 percent of children enrolled in the public schools.
The figure for the 1979-80 school year was 9.5 percent--an increase that has occurred at the same time that public school enrollments'as a whole in the United States declined by an estimated 6.2 percent, or by almost 2.78 million children4 (pp. 17-18) The report goes on to point out that "the majority of children-between Education, 1980, p. 19 ).
The present rate of growth, fueled by powerful incentives (e.g.," money), shouid be cause for concern among professionals in special education.
In fact, unless we develop a proactive stance with regard to the question of an appropriate and reasonable size for our system, we may find ourselves in an.awkward 'position.
What do we do with the burgeoning system if the money is directed elsewhere? Clearly, the money has had an impact, albeit not always directly traceable to students (cf. Donaldson & Stephens 1979a 1979b , 1979c Haywood, 1979; Kauffman, 1980) . We believe that proaction should originate from research that describes the state-ofthe-art rather than from theory or ill-guided personal opinions.
The purpose of this research was to identify the inctdence of special education service in a sample of school districts during the 1977-78, 148-79, and 1979-80 school years. The compilation of this informationOaken with prevalence estimafes for the same years, was 'considered to be necessary as a first step in identifying the state- Directors were asked to provide data for three academic years: 1977T78, 1978-79, and 1979-80. A letter explaining the purpose of the study and a postcard were in:these areas indicated that almost one-third cif their -school ranges were evident in.
district populations were referred andevaluated during 1979-80.
The average incidence of placement (i.e., number of referred _students placed) was consistently 3% per year; again, only minor vafiation was evident in data broken down bY communities and geographic regionS.
However, large variation existed in the data reported by individual districts (e..g., at least one district reported a placement incidence' above 20%). Again, individual-directors reporting the highest incidence rates were in the Western regions 'and schooli districts 4 classified as suburban.
Insert Tables 2 and 3 We have no data on the decrement in those districts or nationally. We believe a.3% per year growth rate is dangerous.
An analysis of our data indicates that high percentages& of students who are referred also are evaluated (about 92%). standards; psychoeducational decisfon making in special education has been called "scandalous" by some (Scriven, 1981) .
Although the representativeness of our sample is unknown, it is clear that in some.-school districts, large numbers of students are referred, evaluated, and placed in special educatibn programs.
The system appears to,be driven by federal incentives that require very. 9 little in terms of accountability (e.g., each student must have an individualized education program, but no control over its quality is evident in practice) or justification of need (e.g., current system pays for numbers of students in specific categories).
Data were provided on the numbers of new cases during three school years; data have not been collected on the numbers of terminated students.
The system has .concentrated on eligibility Because of the hold-harmless provision, the average allocation is somewhat higher than the maximum amount authorized per child by use of the allocation formula.. eThis figure includes $63 million that was not obligated from the 1977 appropriation for which carryover.authority was given.
14 Table 2 Percentage of School District Population Referred, Evaluated, and Plated for the Total Sample and by Community 197748 1978-79 1979-80 Total Sample 
